The purpose of the study was to investigate the influence of Intellectual Capital (IC) on Middle East University's (MEU) Business Performance (BP), through examining the managers' perceptions regarding significance and potential use of IC indicators to leverage MEU's performance. The study surveyed academic and administrative staffs, as well as, Master and Bachelor students at MEU. Practical data were used in the empirical analysis collected from 167 participants out of 3217 elements, by means of a questionnaire. To confirm the suitability of data collection instrument, a Kolmogorov-Smirnov (K-S) test, Cronbach's Alpha and factor analysis were used. Statistical techniques such as descriptive statistics, t-test, ANOVA test, correlation, multiple regressions and stepwise regressions were employed. The results showed that the participants were almost similar in their preferences regarding HC, SC and RC, and they believe that MEU has low implementation regarding these three variables. The results also indicated a positive significant relationship between IC and MEU's BP. However, respondents believe that the RC has the highest effect on MEU's BP, followed by HC, while they do not believe that SC affects MEU's BP. Furthermore, empirical results indicated that there are strong inter-relationships and interactions among the three components of IC. The use of a single organization and/or single industry study design limits its generalisability to other organizations and/or industries. Extending the analyses to other settings represent future research opportunities. IC is an important source of organizations' wealth and therefore it should be taken into serious consideration when formulating the MEU's strategy. MEU should coordinate different perspectives of IC to improve MEU's BP and should assign scales for each of the three components of IC. The data suggest that a similar set of IC indicators could be developed for other organizations and industries whether government, public or private, profitable or non-profitable organizations.
INTRODUCTION
Although the concept of IC has been used for years, however, until now there is neither clear cut definition for it, nor an agreement upon its classification. Bontis (1999) stated: It is clear that the definition of IC is very vague, and purposely so. Maevski (2003) said: Although the growing contribution of intellectual capital (IC) to economic growth and development is widely recognized, there are still difficulties experienced by governments, corporate sector, small and medium-sized enterprises, and finally intellectual property right holders in valuating and managing IC. Marr and Chatzkel (2004) added: IC as a concept is often poorly defined. Marr and Moustaghfir (2005) mentioned: The concept of IC is often ill-defined, and they said that the fuzziness of IC as a construct does not seem to decrease. Pitkanen (2006) elaborated: There is a lack of a homogenous view on how to define, classify and evaluate IC.
-568 -IC Definition: Roos and Roos (1997) defined IC as the sum of the hidden assets of the organization not fully captured on the balance sheet, and thus included both what is in the heads of organizational members, and what is left in the organization when they leave. Skandia (1998) described IC as the difference between the organization's market value and its book value. Bontis's questionnaire (1998) described IC as the difference between what an organization's market value is and the cost of replacing its assets. Zambon (2002) described IC as the knowledge that can be converted into profits. Moreover, Stewart (2003) defined IC as the sum of everything, everybody in an organization knows that gives it a competitive edge. Poyhonen and Smedlund (2004) stated that IC is produced by implementing and developing the intangible assets, knowledge and competencies already existing within the network, and by creating totally new intangible assets, knowledge and competencies. Lev (2007) stated that IC is the non-physical sources of value, generated by innovation, unique organizational designs, or human resource practices. Giegiel (2010) mentioned that IC consists of intangible assets of people, enterprises, societies, regions and institutions, which in case of appropriate use can be a value of present and future wealth creation.
Herman (2010) defined IC as the key competences of employees, comprising individual knowledge and skills. Gabriela et. al. (2012) described IC as stocks and flows of knowledge available in an organization.
From the above definitions, IC can be described as:
an organizational intangible asset; knowledge with potential for value or knowledge that can be used to create value; and human capital is the core of IC.
IC Classification:
As stated above, there is neither unified classification for IC nor an agreement upon its components. Skandia (1995) classified IC into HC and SC. SC is divided into organizational capital and customer capital.
Organizational capital, in turn, is divided into innovation capital and process capital. Roos & Roos (1997) In summary, most of the academic papers written agreed upon that IC can be divided into three elements:
Human capital (individual competences), structural (organizational or internal) capital and relational (customer or external) capital. The current study adopts this classification.
Why Measure Intellectual Capital?
During last decade, IC measurement and management have become a very crucial topic for all organizations, and whatever the business they do. This topic will become even more important in future, because the traditional accounting methods are not suitable for today's business environment.
The purpose behind measuring IC is to understand how managers in these organizations manage to create value (competitive advantage). Zambon (2002) concluded that there are many motives for management engaging in IC measurement. Malhotra (2003) stated that the reason for valuation and measurement of IC is to understand value lies in the organization. Marr et. al. (2003) identified five main reasons why organizations are seeking to measure IC to help organizations formulate their strategy, to assess strategy execution, to assist in diversification and expansion decisions, to be used as a basis for compensation, and finally, to communicate measures to external stakeholders. Marr and Chatzkel (2004) identified three main categories of reasons why organizations measure their IC and bring them together under the following broad headings: Strategy; behavior;
and external validation. Hunter et. al. (2005) stated that the purpose of IC measurement is to maximize organization performance. Bukowska and Zając (2010) revealed that the IC control really means determining whether the capital allows the organization to achieve its strategic objectives. Liu (2011) industries. Therefore, the current study aims at measuring the effect of IC elements on the MEU's BP.
Literature Review:
In this section the authors will briefly discuss the most recent previous studies, and then they will take only a snapshot from each study due to limited space.
The section will focus on interrelationships among IC Kamukama et. al. (2010) concluded that the magnitude effect of HC on performance depends on SC or RC. Dıez et. al. (2010) Moreover, Li et. al. (2012) presented that the positive effects and meaningful aspects of knowledge management and IC in gaining competitiveness. Zargar et. al. (2012) showed that HC influences knowledge creation, application and protection. SC influences knowledge acquisition, application, protection and conversion, and RC only has effect on knowledge acquisition. Hsiung and Wang (2012) said that IC components (SC, HC and RC) are not individually related to the company's value creation, and they have mutual contribution, advancement, and growth. Sharafi et. al. (2012) showed: All dimensions of IC have a significant impact on dimensions of knowledge creation. Saadi and Pahlavani (2012) confirmed that all three IC items positively influence knowledge creation, significantly. Darvisha et. al. (2013) showed IC components influence positively organizations' learning capabilities. Ngugi et. al. (2012) found: There is an influence of IC on entrepreneurial skills and consequently on the growth of Small and Medium Enterprises in Kenya. Talebi and Bahamir (2012) indicated: IC effectively and positively influences organizational entrepreneurship. Javalgi et. al. (2012) found: An entrepreneurial orientation and RC are key contributors to India's professional service SMEs internationalization. Ghorbani et. al. (2012) showed:
There is a relationship between IC management and organizational innovation. The results showed that RC was having higher effect, then HC, and finally OC.
Oprescu (2012) Over and above, Chalotra and Sharma (2012) suggested: The level of investment in IC is associated with management accounting practices, business performance, and the ability to respond to future events. Tayari and Ghermezi (2012) showed IC has an influence on management accounting practices and on organizational performance. Novas et. al. (2012) confirmed: There is an interaction among the three IC dimensions, and showed a positive and significant direct effect of SC on performance. Zulmiati (2012) On the contrary, Roodposhti and Rajaei (2012) 
Problem Statement:
The problem of defining, measuring and managing IC is not limited to one organization, industry, or country, but it is a worldwide problem (Tayles et. al. 2005 ). Furthermore, Sharabati et. al. (2010) 
Problem Elements:
The study problem can be perceived by having detailed and scientific answers to the following questions:
First Question: 
Study Model
Whatever the classification used in any research or literature, the aim was to understand, measure and manage the IC. This study uses the most widely used classification model that is fundamentally based on both were suitable for further analysis, representing 5% of the total unit of analysis.
Kolmogorov-Smirnov Z Test for Normal
Distribution: In order to verify the normal distribution of variables, the researchers carried out KolmogorovSmirnov (K-S) Z test. All dependent and independent variables were tested for normality. If the significance level was more than 5 percent, normality was assumed (Bollen et. al. 2005 , Sharabati et. al. 2010 . Table (1) shows that all the independent and dependent variables are normally distributed. 
Validity:
Two methods were used to confirm content validity:
First, multiple sources of data (literatures, expert interviews and panel of judges) were used to develop and refine the model and measures. Then, factor analysis was carried out for all items included in the questionnaire.
Factor Analysis (Principal Component Analysis):
Factor analysis was used to measure the validity of each Table (3) shows that all variables and variable items were valid, since their factor loading values were more than 0.4. 
Study Variables Analysis
Dependent and Independent Variables: Table ( 
Relationships between the Study Variables:
Before testing the hypotheses, Pearson correlation (r)
was carried out to test the correlation among the responses of IC variables, then between them and performance indicators. Table ( Before conducting the multiple regression models, the researchers tested the underlying assumption of the test:
Multi-Collinearity: From table (13), the VIF value is less than 10 and the Tolerance value is more than 0.2. This indicates that there is no multi-collinearity within the independent variables of the study. After achieving the underlying assumption of the regression model, the researchers conducted the following analysis: The results of the multiple regression analysis that regress the three variables of the IC are shown on table (14) above. The three variables together explained 50. Finally, improving the efficiency and productivity of organization's workforce and processes.
2. The current management systems at MEU ought to be seriously re-evaluated. They must be managed by policies, systems and programs not by individuals. Fathi, S., Farahmand, S., and Khorasani, M. (2013) . Impact
